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Fairfax County MS4 Inspection Report

L INTRODUCTION

From June 8 through 9, 2011, a compliance inspection team comprising staff from the U.S.

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 3, Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation
(DCR), and EPA’s contractor, Eastern Research Group, Inc. (ERG), inspected the municipal separate
storm sewer system (MS4) program of the County of Fairfax, Virginia. Discharges from the County’s
MS4 are regulated by Virginia Pollution Discharge Elimination System (VPDES) Permit Number
VA0088587, effective January 24, 2002 and an expiration date of 24 January 2007. The purpose of this
inspection is to obtain information that EPA will use to evaluate compliance with the County’s Permit
VA0088587, which is included in Attachment 1.
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Fairfax County MS4 Inspection Report

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

From June 8 through 9, 2011, a compliance inspection team comprised of staff from the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 3, Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation
(DCR), and EPA’s contractor, Eastern Research Group, Inc. (ERG), inspected the municipal separate
storm sewer system (MS4) program of the County of Fairfax, Virginia. Discharges from the County’s
MS4 are regulated by Virginia Pollution Discharge Elimination System (VPDES) Permit Number
VA0088587, effective January 24, 2002. The purpose of this inspection was to evaluate compliance with
the County’s Permit VA0088587, which is included in Attachment 1.

Virginia Permit Number
VA0088587 Requirement

Observations

[.B.1.a) — Structural and
Source Control Measures

Observation 1 Public Storm Water Management (SWM) facilities and Best

Management Practices (BMPs) ponds inspected at least
once every two years and private SWM facilities and BMPs
ponds inspected at least once during the permit cycle and in
accordance with the Storm Water Management Plan for
Fairfax County.

1.B.1.d) - Retrofitting

Observation 2

Permit Requirement is not prescriptive. However, Fairfax

County has installed 34 retrofits in 2010. Estimated cost is
at least $11M. Fairfax County has conducted retrofits every
year.

L.B.1.f) — lllicit Discharge
and Improper Disposal

Observation 3

Representative outfalls of the entire MS4 have been
screened at least once during the permit term.

1.B.1.h) — Industrial and
High Risk Stormwater
Runoff

Observation 4

Fairfax County did not have an industrial and commercial
facility inspector. However, Fairfax County staff stated
that pending legislation in Virginia will give authority to
counties to conduct inspections at industrial and
commercial facilities and expects to begin conducting
inspections of industrial and commercial facilities once the
legislation is effective.

Although the Fire Marshall’s office is performing fire
inspections of industrial and commercial sites, the focus of
these inspections is not related to stormwater.

Observation 5

Fairfax County developed a program for implementing
BMPs and inspecting County-owned facilities

L.B.1.i — Construction Site
Runoff

Observation 6

Fairfax County’ s E&S Program conducts inspections of
priority sites at least once per week , after rain events and
follows through on enforcement. Fairfax County’s E&S
Program is fully compliant with the State construction
program. However, Fairfax County E&S inspectors are
not consistently and completely following inspection
procedures regarding documenting construction site
inspections.
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Fairfax County MS4 Inspection Report

I.C.1. — Watershed Observation 7 Fairfax County is implementing the long-term
Monitoring monitoring plan that has been approved by DCR.

The monitoring is being conducted at representative
stations to characterize the quality of storm water in at
least two watersheds during the term of this permit.

Part [.C..1 - Annual Observation 8 On a timely manner, Fairfax County has submitted Annual
Reports Reports for each year.
Stream Restorations Observation 9 Although there are no “stream restoration” requirements in

the Permit, Fairfax County has invested considerably. The
overall budget is being raised to $28 million for year 2011.

I OBSERVATIONS

Part I.B.1.a.1) & 2)— Structural and Source Control Measures

Fairfax County shall inspect and maintain public Storm Water Management (SWM) facilities and Best
Management Practice (BMP) ponds. The inspection and maintenance schedule in Permit No.
VA0088587 will be determined by the Storm Water Management Plan for Fairfax County. At a minimum
these facilities will be inspected and receive maintenance once during this permit.

Fairfax County shall inspect private Storm Water Management (SWM) facilities and Best Management
Practice (BMP) ponds. The inspection schedule will be determined by the Storm Water Management Plan
for Fairfax County. At a minimum these facilities will be inspected once during this permit cycle. Fairfax
County shall require maintenance agreements for all privately maintained storm water management
facilities and/or BMP ponds. Fairfax County shall assure proper function and maintenance of these
facilities.

Observation 1 - Fairfax County has presented documentation (Exhibit 1 and Exhibit 2) that demonstrates
that the public Storm Water Management (SWM) facilities and Best Management
Practices (BMPs) ponds have been inspected at least once every two years and private
SWM facilities and BMPs ponds have been inspected at least once during this permit
cycle and in accordance with the Storm Water Management Plan for Fairfax County.
Fairfax County requires maintenance agreements for all privately maintained storm water
management facilities and/or BMP ponds. Fairfax County tracks maintenance efforts of
public and private SWM facilities and BMP Ponds.

Part 1.B.1.d) - Retrofitting

Receiving water quality impacts shall be assessed for all storm water management
facilities. When the permittee determines water quality impact, they shall continue to
evaluate and retrofit existing storm water management facilities and areas withont
stormwater controls.

Observation 2 The Permit requirement is not prescriptive. However, Fairfax County has installed 34
retrofits in 2010. Estimated cost is at least $11 million. Fairfax County has conducted
retrofits every year.
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Fairfax County MS4 Inspection Report

Part I.B.1.f) — Illicit Discharge and Improper Disposal

The Permit requires that a program to locate and eliminate illicit discharges and improper disposal into
the MS4 shall be implemented. This program shall include dry weather screening activities (described in
Part 1.B.1.f.) to locate portions of the MS4 with suspected illicit discharges and improper disposal
activities. Follow-up efforts to eliminate illicit discharges and improper disposal shall be prioritized on
the basis of magnitude and nature of the suspected discharge; sensitivity of the receiving water; and/or
other relevant factors.

Observation 3. Fairfax County has presented documentation that demonstrates a program to
effectively locate and eliminate illicit discharges and improper disposal into the
MS4. The documentation demonstrates that Fairfax County’s program includes
effective dry weather screening activities and appropriate documentation (Exhibit —
3). The program establishes priorities and schedules for screening representative
outfalls of the entire MS4 at least once during the permit term.

Fairfax County did not have an industrial and commercial facility inspector, and was
not utilizing resources within other municipal programs having legal authority for
site entry to inspect industrial and commercial facilities with a high risk of
contributing stormwater pollutants. Fairfax County stated there is current legislation
in Virginia that will give authority to counties responsible for watershed
management to conduct inspections at industrial facilities. This legislation is
expected to become law by July 1, 2011 and Fairfax County will then begin
conducting inspections of industrial and commercial facilities where high risk runoff
may occur.

Part 1.B.1.h — Industrial and High Risk Stormwater Runoff

A program shall be implemented to identify and control pollutants in storm water discharges to the MS4
(municipal landfills; other treatment, storage, or disposal facilities for municipal waste; hazardous waste
treatment, storage, disposal and recovery facilities; facilities that are subject to EPCRA Title III, Section
313) and any other industrial or commercial discharge the permittee determine are contributing a
substantial pollutant loading to the MS4.

Observation 4 Although the Fire Marshal’s office is performing fire inspections of industrial and
commercial sites, including those submitting SARA Title III Tier II reports and/or
having VPDES General Stormwater permits, the focus of the Fire Marshal’s inspections
is not related to stormwater. On June 8, 2011, the EPA inspection team shadowed a Fire
Inspector from the Fairfax County Fire Marshal’s office on an inspection of Davis
Industries, (Exhibit — 4) an automobile recycling facility. The EPA inspection team
accompanied the Fire Inspector to determine the level at which the Fire Inspector focused
on stormwater-related issues. While at Davis Industries, the Fire Inspector stated she
evaluates facilities regarding fire issues, but not does not look at the stormwater permit or
the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). According to the Inspector, she
looks for issues such as electrical hazards, hazardous materials storage, flammable
materials storage, and housekeeping issues that may hinder an engine company from
fighting a fire at the facility. If spills or releases of hazardous materials (e.g., oil) are
observed by the Fire Inspector, these issues are noted and the site is directed to mitigate
the situation.
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Fairfax County MS4 Inspection Report

Part I.B.1.h — Industrial and High Risk Stormwater Runoff (continued)

During the inspection, the Fire Inspector did note a hazardous material spill (see
Photograph 1 in Attachment 4) and directed the facility to clean up the release
immediately. (Exhibit 4), the Fire Inspector’s report for Davis Industries, shows the Fire
Inspector’s findings from the inspection.

The EPA inspection team observed open-top drums containing liquids; however, the Fire
Inspector made no mention of the drums. Soils stained with iron oxide and likely other
heavy metals were observed near the rail loading areas and appeared to be washing
toward the rail lines and possibly into the swale opposite the rail tracks during storm
events (see Photograph 2 in Attachment 4); however, these issues were not included in
the Fire Inspector’s report for Davis Industries.

Storm Water Management Program (SWMP), Appendix A — Stormwater Program Summary Tables, H.
BMPS for Industrial and High Risk Stormwater Runoff

Fairfax County identified in its> SWMP that a master inventory of County-industrial facilities would be
developed and maintained, and that appropriate storm water pollution prevention measures are in place.

Observation 5 Fairfax County developed and implemented stormwater pollution prevention plans
(SWPPPs) for each of the County-owned municipal garages and the transfer station.
Weekly stormwater inspections are being conducted at the County-owned municipal
garages and transfer stations and along with required stormwater sampling. Annual
stormwater training is also provided to employees at the County-owned municipal
garages and transfer station to ensure all employees are aware of the issues associated
with out-door storage of materials and the need to quickly cleanup drips and spills of
automotive fluids.

Part 1.B.1.i — Construction Site Runoff

A program to reduce the discharge of pollutants from construction sites. Fairfax County’s Erosion and
Sedimentation Program (E&S Program) shall be fully approved by the Virginia Department of
Conservation & Recreation (DCR).

Observation 6 Fairfax County’s E&S Program is fully compliant with the State construction program.
Additionally, Fairfax County’s program includes a site plan review process and
construction site inspections (Exhibit - 5) to meet this requirement. However, Fairfax
County construction site inspectors are not consistently and completely following
inspection procedures with regard to completing construction site inspections
documentation.

The EPA inspection team shadowed two construction site inspectors while they inspected
two construction sites. While Fairfax County has a “Handbook for Site Inspectors”
(hereafter, Inspector’s Handbook) which directs the inspector to use its “Inspection
Checklist for Erosion and Sediment Control Installation” (Exhibit - 6) to assist in
inspections, the inspectors did not use this checklist in the field.
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Fairfax County MS4 Inspection Report

Part 1.B.1.i — Construction Site Runoff (continued)

The Inspector’s Handbook also includes the County’s “Erosion & Sediment Control
Inspection Report” form, referred to by the inspectors as the 20/30 form; however, based
on discussion with County staff, the inspectors only complete this form when problems
are noted on site. An example of a completed 20/30 form is provided as Exhibit - 7.

The inspectors stated they may take notes in a notebook during the inspection; however,
if no issues are noted, no other documentation is completed on site. One inspector also
stated that he may make changes to the erosion and sediment control plan on site, but
does not always document the changes.

While all inspections are documented in the SI2K Site Inspection 2000 database, (Exhibit
— 8), the inspectors’ notes are not consistent in format or detail. For example, multiple
inspectors have conducted construction site inspections at the Metro West Site - Public
Infrastructure Section. In some cases, inspectors simply selected that an erosion and
sediment control inspection has been conducted but did not provide any details in the
notes field.

In other cases, an inspector simply listed “CE” or “SF” referring to construction entrance
and silt fence, respectively, without specifying whether this meant that these controls
were checked and adequate or whether there were issues. Another inspector listed the
items that were checked and stated that the items were adequate. Another inspector
provided detailed notes on what he or she did during the inspection and the status of the
controls.

Part I.B.1.i.2 of the permit requires Fairfax County to “inspect construction sites and
enforce control measure requirements.” Although Fairfax County follows through on
enforcement (Exhibit — 9), when construction inspectors were asked how they determined
the length of time a construction site had to resolve a particular problem, the inspectors
stated this was determined on a case by case basis. The Inspector’s Handbook includes a
recommended schedule for compliance, but the inspectors did not state they were using
the handbook to enforce compliance schedules.

Part [.C..I — Watershed Monitoring Programs

Observation 7 Additionally, Fairfax County is also developing and implementing watershed
management plans across the county. At the time of the EPA inspection, plans had been
developed for 12 watersheds. The Watershed Monitoring plans include locations and
stations determined on the characteristics of land use, drainage area and number of
tributaries of watershed. The plans take a comprehensive community-wide approach to
restoring and protecting county streams and have also been considered a head start in
addressing Chesapeake Bay goals and local total maximum daily loads. The plan
development process involved watershed characterization efforts and multiple
opportunities for public involvement. The plans focus on structural improvements and
non-structural solutions and overall include a 25-year prioritized list of proposed projects.
Sample type, collection, and analysis of the monitoring conform to the conditions of the
Permit and include a measurements of chemicals, bioassessments and floatables
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Fairfax County MS4 Inspection Report

Part I.C..] — Watershed Monitoring Programs (continued)

A number of projects have already been completed including restoration of multiple
stream segments, outfall restoration, best management practice retrofits, and installation
of low impact development practices. As part of the plans, the county has also
implemented a water resources monitoring network including 14 sites throughout the
county generating long-term monitoring data. Fairfax County will evaluate the impacts
of BMP implementation using the monitoring data. Fairfax County has also calculated
the cost per pound of nutrient and sediment load reduction for each project category
based on the projects already implemented.

Part I.C..1 — Annual Reports

Observation 8  On a timely manner, Fairfax County has submitted Annual Reports for each year that
contain pertinent information for assessing compliance with the Permit.

Additional Comments

Stream Restorations

Observation 9 Although there are no “stream restoration” requirements in the Permit, Fairfax County has
invested considerable approximately $2.4 million for year 2011.
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Attachment 3 - 303(d) Listed Segments with an approved TMDL



EPA Approval

SWCB Approval

Cycle First

Estuary, sq

The WLA is aggregated between the County of Fairfax MS4 and

Locati L ) ) 1
TMDL Name Date Date Water Name ID305B ocation Cause Use Description ] River, miles miEs WLA these MS4 permittees
Sugarland Run VAN-A10R_SUG01A00 Segment begins at the boundary of the PWS designat.ion area, at rivermile 4.82, and continues downstream until the Escherichia coli Recreation 2002 477
confluence with the Patomac River 2.01E+12
_ _ _ _ o _ clulyear E. col Fairfax County Public Schools (VAR040104)
Sugarland Run VAN-AL0R_SUGO1B06 Segment begins at the conflu.ence with Folly Lick Branch, at .apprgmmately rlvgrmllev 5.75, and continues downstream Escherichia coli Recreation 2006 0.95 97.3% VA Department of Transportation (VAR040115)
until the boundary of the PWS designation area, at rivermile 4.82. _
Reduction
9.12E+10
Bacteria TMDL for . . . " . . . cfulyear E. coli Fairfax County Public Schools (VAR040104)
Tributaries to the Mine Run VAN-ALIR_MNRO1A04 | Segment begg; :: ;h:ngogggzn;ﬁt“”g:ni';“:‘::Z?Mfgst{r'::::rz;& mgimﬂ;:ﬂ"c’:‘mm?;Z'i,gg;‘;ecrg;\'lee:‘ps"eam from Escherichia coli Recreation 2006 0.93 George Washington Memorial Parkway (VAR040111)
Potomac River: 9/26/2013 4/4/2014 ! : 94.1% VA Department of Transportation (VAR040115)
Sugarland Run, Mine Reduction
Run, and Pimmit Run
A Segment begins at the confluence with Little Pimmit Run, approximately 0.1 rivermile downstream from Route 695, and o . .
Pimmit Run VAN-A12R_PIMO1A00 continues downstream until the confluence with the Potomac River. Escherichia coli Recreation 2010 1.62 . $.41EE09 ] Fartax County Public Schools (VAR040104)
- - - - - - - cfulyear E. coli airfax County Public Schools
A Segment begins at the Route 309 bridge crossing, at rivermile 4.16, and continues downstream until the confluence o . . X R
Pimmit Run VAN-A12R_PIM02A00 PN i . R . Escherichia coli Recreation 2010 2.46 George Washington Memorial Parkway (VAR040111)
- — t::thhl_mije Pltmmlt er:m aptp';oxmately Ofl rlthrn(;lllezdt.)wnst.rleam f:om R(f)ute G;?S.t — - 09.42% VA Department of Transportation (VAR040115)
L ] egment begins at the headwaters of Pimmit Run, approximately 0.12 rivermile upstream from Route 7, and continues o I ] Reduction
Pimmit Run VAN-A12R_PIM02B06 downstream until the Route 309 bridge crossing, at rivermile 4.16. Escherichia coli Recreation 2010 3.29
. — S t begi t the headwat f Little Pimmit R d i d ti til it fl ith Pimmit L " .
Little Pimmit Run VAN-AL2R_LIO01A10 gment begins at the headwaters of LiTle Fimmil Run ere coninues downstieam umil s confuence with Himm! Escherichia coli Recreation 2012 2.22 (nested)
City of Fairfax (VAR040064)
. . . S . . . . . Town of Vienna (VAR040066)
Benthic TMDL for . Segment begins at the confluence with Captain Hickory Run, approximately 0.6 rivermile upstream from Route 683, | Benthic-Macroinvertebrate o 3595 tons/year )
Difficult Run, Virginia 11/7/2008 4/27/2009 Difficult Run VAN-A11R_DIF01A00 and continues downstream until the confluence with the Potomac River. Bioassessments Aquatic Life 1998 2.94 sediment VA pepartment of Tra_msportatlon (VAR040062)
Fairfax County Public Schools (VAR040104)
32% Reduction George Washington Memorial Parkway (VAR040111)
e Segment begins at the boundary of the PWS designation area, approximately 0.05 rivermile upstream from the Route . " .
Difftcult Run VAN-ALIR_DIFG2/02 675 crossing, and continues downstream until the confluence with Wolftrap Creek. Escherichia coli Recreation 2010 0.79
e Segment begins at the confluence with Piney Branch and continues downstream until the boundary of the PWS . " .
Difftcult Run VAN-AL1R_DIF02B06 designation area, approximately 0.05 rivermile upstream from the Route 675 crossing. Escherichia coli Recreation 2010 184
e Segment begins at confluence with Rocky Branch, approximately 0.25 rivermile upstream of Route 672, and continues . " .
Difficult Run VAN-A11R_DIF03A02 downstream until the confluence with Piney Branch. Escherichia coli Recreation 2006 3.22 0.44E+12
- Segment begins at the boundary of the PWS designation area, approximately 0.86 rivermile upstream from the L . . cfulyear E. coli
Captain Hickory Run VAN-A1IR CAHO1A04 confluence with Piney Run, and continues downstream until the confluence with Difficult Run. Escherichia coli Recreation 2010 2.06
o Segment begins at the headwaters of Captain Hickory Run and continues downstream until the boundary of the PWS . . 90% Reduction City of Fairfax (VAR040064)
B @ TMDL for th Captain Hickory Run VAN-ALIR_CAHO1806 designation area, approximately 0.86 rivermile upstream from the confluence with Piney Run. Escherichia col Recreation 2010 094 ™ | Town of Vienna (VAR040066)
acteria or the - - - — - - e original .
. 11/7/2008 4/28/2009 . L Segment begins at the confluence with South Fork Little Difficult Run and continues downstream until the confluence o . . . VA Department of Transportation (VAR040062)
Difficult Run Watershed Little Difficult Run VAN-A11R_LID0O1A02 with Difficult Run. Escherichia coli Recreation 2008 1.61 listed se_grner_n Fairfax County Public Schools (VAR040104)
begi he head  Nichol d i d il th fl ith th was delisted in George Washington Memorial Parkway (VAR040111)
Nichols Run VAN-AL1R_NICO1A02 Segment begins at the headwaters of Nichols Run and continues downstream until the confluence with the Potomac Escherichia coli Recreation 2012 460 the 2012 IR.
River. These listed
Segment begins at the confluence with an unnamed tributary to Snakeden Branch, approximately 0.4 rivermile L . . segments are
Snakeden Branch VAN-ALIR_SNAG1A02 downstream from the Twin Branches Road bridge, and continues downstream until the confluence with Difficult Run. Escherichia coli Recreation 2006 0.79 all nested with
Segment begins at the boundary of the PWS designation area, approximately 0.73 rivermile upstream from the o ) the TMDL.
Wolftrap Creek VAN-ALIR_WOT01A02 confluence with Difficult Run, and continues downstream until the confluence with Difficult Run. Escherichia coli Recreation 2008 071
Wolftrap Creek VAN-A11R WOTO1B06 Segment begins at the cqnfluence with Olq Counhouse. Sprlng Branch and continues downstream uqtl! the boundary of Escherichia coli Recreation 2008 186
- the PWS designation area, approximately 0.73 rivermile upstream from the confluence with Difficult Run.
Arlington County (VA0088579)
City of Alexandria (VAR040057)*
. City of Falls Church (VAR040065)*
Fecal Coliform TMDL . . . - . . 2.04E+13
. . Segment begins at the headwaters of Fourmile Run and continues downstream until rivermile 1.46, approximately 0.27 L . .
for FO“,' M'I_e Run, 5/31/2002 6/17/2004 Fourmile Run VAN-A12R_FOU01A00 rivermile upstream from the Arlington Ridge Road bridge. Segment includes non-tidal waters of Fourmile Run. Escherichia coli Recreation 1994 7.86 cfu/ygar fecal * The MS4 permits for Alexandria and Falls Church were issued
Virginia coliform .
subsequent to this TMDL.
(The TMDL did not identify the MS4 permittees by permit number)
Segment includes all tidal waters of Hunting Creek; beginning at the Route 241 (Telegraph Road) bridge crossing and cfu}lgisgioli Fairfax County Public Schools (VAR040104)
Hunting Creek VAN-A13E_HUTO01A02 continuing downstream until the mouth of the embayment, at Jones Point and Belle View. Escherichia coli Recreation 1998 0.5261 Y ) VA Department of Transportation (VAR040062)
Portion of CBP segment POTTF. . George Washington Memorial Parkway (VAR040111)
83% Reduction
9.60E+13
Cameron Run/Hunting Creek VAN-A13R_CAMO1A04 Segment begins at the confluence with Backlick Run gnd contln_ues downstream until the Route 241 (Telegraph Road) Escherichia coli Recreation 2006 2.08 cfulyear E. coli Fairfax County Public School§ (VAR040104)
. bridge crossing. VA Department of Transportation (VAR040062)
Bacteria TMDLs for the 83% Reduction
Hunting Creek, 5476413
Cameron Run, and 11/10/2010 8/4/2011 cfulyear E. coli Fairfax County Public Schools (VAR040104)
Holmes Run Holmes Run VAN-A13R_HORO01A00 Segment begins at the mouth of Lake Barcroft and continues downstream until the confluence with Backlick Run. Escherichia coli Recreation 2004 3.58 4 ) Y N
- VA Department of Transportation (VAR040062)
Watersheds .
83% Reduction
Holmes Run VAN-A13R_HOR01B00 Segment begins at the headwaters of Holmes Run and continues downstream until the start of Lake Barcroft. Escherichia coli Recreation 2012 5.78 (nested)
Tripps Run VAN-A13R_TRIO1A00 Segment begins at the headwaters of Tripps Run and continues downstream until the start of Lake Barcroft. Escherichia coli Recreation 2012 3.65 (nested)
" Segment begins at the headwaters of Backlick Run, approximately 0.74 rivermile upstream from Route 620, and o " .
Backlick Run VAN-A13R_BAL01A00 continues downstream until the confluence with Holmes Run. Escherichia coli Recreation 2012 6.46 (nested)
1.73E+12 VA Department of Transportation (VAR040062)
. Segment begins at the confluence with Calamo Branch and continues downstream until the tidal waters of Accotink - . . cfulyear E. coli Fairfax County Public Schools (VAR040104)
Bacteria TMDL for the Accotink Creek VAN-A15R_ACO01A00 Bay. Escherichia coli Recreation 2004 7.34 Northern Virginia Community College (VAR040095)
Lower Accotink Creek 12/18/2008 4/28/2009 97% Reduction Fort Belvoir (VAR040093)
Watershed . . . . .
Long Branch VAN-AL5R_LOAOLAO8 Segment begins at the headwaters of Long Branch anq contl.nues downstream until the confluence with Accotink Escherichia coli Recreation 2008 476 (nested)
Creek, at rivermile 4.41.
City of Fairfax (VAR040064)*
1.3E+14 Town of Vienna (VAR040066)*
. X . y cfulyear fecal
X S t b t th il ith Crook B h, ti f Route 846, and ti d t til th . . . " . . . " .
Eecal Coliform TMDL Accotink Creek VAN-A15R_ACO02A00 egment begins at the confluence with troo ;?;; ofuL?k;eZZ::ort?r:E oute and continues downstream unti the Escherichia coli Recreation 1998 477 coliform * The MS4 permits for City of Fairfax and Town of Vienna were issued
for Accotink Creek, 5/31/2002 6/17/2004 subsequent to this TMDL.
Fairfax County, Virginia 91.67%
Reduction (The TMDL did not identify these MS4 permittees by permit number)
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EPA Approval

SWCB Approval

Cycle First

Estuary, sq

The WLA is aggregated between the County of Fairfax MS4 and

Locati L ) ) 1
TMDL Name Date Date Water Name ID305B ocation Cause Use Description ] River, miles miEs WLA these MS4 permittees
X Segment begins at the confluence with Daniels Run, in the City of Fairfax, and continues downstream until the . . .
Accotink Creek VAN-A15R_ACO04A02 confluence with Long Branch, at Eakin Park. Escherichia coli Recreation 2002 1.76 (nested)
5.65
glyear
Segment includes all tidal waters of Hunting Creek; beginning at the Route 241 (Telegraph Road) bridge crossing and PCBs
Hunting Creek VAN-A13E_HUTO01A02 continuing downstream until the mouth of the embayment, at Jones Point and Belle View. 2004 0.5261
Portion of CBP segment POTTF. 85.8%
Reduction’
Segment includes all tidal waters of Dogue Creek, extending from approximately rivermile 2.1 until the confluence with
Dogue Creek VAN-A14E_DOU01A00 the Potomac River. 2002 0.7346
Portion of CBP segment POTTF.
Segment includes all tidal waters of Little Hunting Creek, extending from approximately rivermile 1.7 downstream until 37.4
Little Hunting Creek VAN-A14E_LIFO1A00 the confluence with the Potomac River. 2002 0.2461 glyear
Portion of CBP segment POTTF. PCBs
Segment includes all tidal waters downstream of the mouth of the Hunting Creek embayment, at Jones Point and Belle 55-50_/“ 5
Potomac River VAN-A14E_POT01A08 View. 2004 0.818 Reduction
Portion of CBP segment POTTF.
Little Hunting Creek VAN-AL4R LIFO1A08 Segment begins at the confluence with an unnamed tributary, apprommately 0.82. nvermlle upstream from the Route 1 2010 103
— bridge, and continues downstream until tidal waters, at rivermile 1.7.
X Segment includes tidal waters of Accotink Creek until the confluence with the tidal waters of Pohick Bay/Gunston Cove.
Accotink Bay VAN-A15E_ACO01A06 Portion of CBP segment POTTF. 2002 0.3528
Gunston Cove VAN-A15E POHO1AQ0 Segment extends from rivermile 1.31‘|n Gunston Cove until the confluence with the Potomac River. 2002 15035 8.11
- Portion of CBP segment POTTF.
glyear
PCBs
Segment includes tidal waters of Pohick Creek, from the boundary of watershed A15, and extends until rivermile 1.31
Pohick Bay VAN-A15E_POH02A00 in Gunston Cove. 2002 0.6091 5% Reduction*
Portion of CBP segment POTTF.
Pohick Bay VAN-A16E POHO1A06 Segment includes tidal waters of Pphlck Creek upstream from the boundary of watershed A16. 2002 0.2916
- Portion of CBP segment POTTF.
- In Table 12 of the TMDL report under the TMDL “tPCB reg storm WLA"
. . K _ column, a total WLA is given for each jurisdiction in terms of grams/year,
Segment extends 0.5 mile around the Coastal 2000 mo}mt}ormg station 1_aOCCOOO.77, just wgst of 1he_P010mac as well as a percent reduction. For Fairfax County, the regulated
PCB TMDL for the Tidal Occoquan Bay VAN-A25E_OCCO01A04 Shoreline of Mason Neck State Park. The downstream limit is the state line at the Potomac River. Portion of CBP 2002 0.7202 stormwater WLA is 54.7 glyear PCBs, or a 74.7% reduction. It should be
Portions of the Potomac segment POTTF. noted that even though some of these MS4 permits cover areas that
and Anacostia Rivers in 10/31/2007 4/11/2008 PCBs Fish Consumption were modeled as tributary loads as well as direct drainage loads, the
the District of Columbia, Segment includes waters of Occoquan Bay in a 0.5 mile radius around station 1a0OCC000.01 down to the Virginia state stormwater WLAs only apply in the direct drainage areas.
Maryland, and Virginia Occoquan Bay/Belmont Bay VAN-A25E_OCCO01A12 line. 2002 0.4007
Portion of CBP segment POTTF. - The stormwater WLASs in this table apply to not only MS4 permits, but
also to other NPDES regulated stormwater entities located within the
p T : direct drainage areas of the watershed.
Segment extends 0.5 mile around the around monitoring station 1aOCC002.47.
Occoquan Bay VAN-A25E_OCC02A00 Portion of CBP segment POTTF. 2002 0.6331
Belmont Bay (Occoguan River) VAN-A25E_OCC03A04 Segment extends 0.5 mile around Coastal 2900 monitoring station 1a0CC002.62 (coordinates 38.6382, -77.208). 2002 0.2855
Portion of CBP segment POTTF.
Segment extends 0.5 mile around the monitoring station 1AOCC-766-ALL (coordinates 38.647, -77.195).
Belmont Bay VAN-A25E_OCC04A02 Portion of CBP segment POTTF. 2002 0.4121
Segment extends from 0.5 rivermile upstream of monitoring station 1a0CC004.52 until 0.5 rivermile downstream of 164
Occoquan River/Massey Creek VAN-A25E_OCC04B08 monitoring station 1a0CC003.82. 2002 0.6686 l-ear
Portion of CBP segment POTTF. gy
PCBs
Segment extends from the end of the free-flowing waters to 0.5 rivermile downstream of monitoring station 83.3%
Occoquan River VAN-A25E_OCCO05A02 1a0CC006.64. 2002 0.0683 RedL‘Jction
Portion of CBP segment POTTF.
Occoguan Bay/Belmont Bay VAN-A25E_OCC20A02 Segment includes all waters of the Occoquan and Belmont Bays not included in other delineated segments. Portion of 2002 3.1021
CBP segment POTTF.
Segment includes all tidal waters in the Occoquan watershed not included in other delineated stream segments.
Occoquan Bay/Belmont Bay VAN-A25E_OCC30A02 Portion of CBP segment POTTF. 2002 0.1392
Potomac River VAN-A25E POTO1A10 Segment includes the Potomac River embayment located between Hallowing Point and Sycamore Point. 2010 0.606
- Portion of CBP segment POTTF.
. Segment begins at the headwaters of Giles Run and continues downstream until the end of the free-flowing waters of
Giles Run VAN-A25R_GIL01A04 Giles Run, at Massey Creek. 2010 5.92
Segment begins at the headwaters of Mills Branch and continues downstream until the confluence with the Occoquan
Mills Branch VAN-A25R_WLBO01A02 River. Mills Branch, a channeled flow under the Lorton landfill, is an unnamed tributary on the Occoquan/Ft. Belvoir 2010 1.71

quads.
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TMDL Name

EPA Approval

SWCB Approval

Cycle First

Estuary, sq

The WLA is aggregated between the County of Fairfax MS4 and

Locati ipti i i 2
Date Date Water Name ID305B ocation Cause Use Description Listed River, miles miles WLA these MS4 permittees
Bacteria TMDLs Cub Run VAN-A22R_CUB01A00 Segment begins at the confluence with Elklick Run and continues downstream until the confluence with Bull Run. Escherichia coli Recreation 2006 6.73 cfulyear E. coli
for Popes Head Creek, S begil h fl ith d trib Elklick R i ly 0.65 ri ile d Fairfax C Public Schools (VAR040104)
Broad Run, _ . egment begins at the confluence with an unnamed tributary to Elklick Run, approximately 0.65 rivermile downstream - " ) 89% Reduction airfax County Public Schools
Kettle Run, South Run Elidick Run VAN-A22R_ELCO1A04 from the Route 620 crossing, and continues downstream until the confluence with Cub Run. Escherichia coli Recreation 2006 215 ’ VA Department of Transportation (VAR040062)
Littlé Bull ! 11/15/2006 7/31/2008 (these
Run, Bull Run and the Little Rocky Run VAN-A23R_LIPO1A06 Segment begins at the confluence with Willow Springs and continues downstream until the confluence with Bull Run. Escherichia coli Recreation 2008 478 segments are
Occoquan - -
River, Virginia . Segment begins at the confluence with Piney Branch, approximately 0.25 rivermile downstream from Route 660, and - . . cfulyear E. coli Fairfax County Public Schools (VAR040104)
Popes Head Creek VAN-AZ3R_POE01A00 continues downstream until the confluence with Bull Run. Escherichia coli Recreation 2004 493 VA Department of Transportation (VAR040062)
4096.6
tons/year
Benthic TMDL for Bull Segment begins at the confluence with Cub Run, at the start of watershed A23R, and continues downstream until the | Benthic-Macroinvertebrate S sediment VA Department of Transportation (VAR040062)
Run, Virginia 9/26/2006 6/27/2007 Bull Run VAN-AZ3R_BUL02A02 confluence with Popes Head Creek. Bioassessments Aquatic Life 1996 479 Fairfax County Public Schools (VAR040104)
77.1%
Reduction
1546.5
tons/year
PBenthi:{ TI\S%L foL /2612006 6/27/2007 P Head Creek VAN-A23R POEO1AGD Segment begins at the confluence with Piney Branch, approximately 0.25 rivermile downstream from Route 660, and | Benthic-Macroinvertebrate Aquatic Lif 1998 403 sediment® VA Department of Transportation (VAR040062)
OpeSVire?nia reek, opes Head Cree ALSR_ continues downstream until the confluence with Bull Run. Bioassessments quatic Life ) Fairfax County Public Schools (VAR040104)
9 28.4%
Reduction

! Some segments are noted as nested. These segments were not explicitly included in the completed TMDL, as they were likely listed as impaired after the TMDL was completed. The downstream TMDLs were modeled to include all potential upstream sources, and as a result,
any segments listed as impaired subsequent to the TMDL did not need a separate TMDL and were nested with the completed downstream TMDL.

2 The WLA applies to the portion of Hunting Creek that is upstream of the Northbound Route 1 Ramp to I-95.

3A portion of this WLA applies to the section of Hunting Creek that is downstream of the Northbound Route 1 Ramp to I-95.

* In watersheds where the percent reduction is 5%, all of that reduction is due to the Margin of Safety (MOS) for the TMDL.

5 The WLA as it appears in the table is not explicitly expressed in the Benthic TMDL for Popes Head Creek. The WLA shown results from removing the 1% that was allocated for future growth from the WLA assigned to Fairfax County (1562.1 tons/yr) in Table 7-3 of the TMDL.

Chesapeake Bay TMDL

EPA Approval SWCB Approval
TMDL Name Date Date Water Name Pollutant WLA The WLA is aggregated between the County of Fairfax MS4 and these MS4 permittees

Total Nitrogen 31465.00 Ibs/year All regulated stormwater permits
POTFF_DC Total Phosphorus 1,726.42 Ibslyear All regulated stormwater permits
Total Suspended Solids 1,380,327.88 Ibs/year All regulated stormwater permits
Total Nitrogen 495,615.53 Ibs/year All regulated stormwater permits
Chesapeake Bay TMDL 12/29/2010 POTTF_MD Total Phosphorus 23,473.25 Ibs/year All regulated stormwater permits
Total Suspended Solids 7,575,121.49 Ibs/year All regulated stormwater permits
Total Nitrogen 412,223.86 Ibs/year All regulated stormwater permits

POTTF_VA Total Phosphorus 36,799.13 Ibs/year

All regulated stormwater permits

Total Suspended Solids

27,646,929.87 Ibs/year

All regulated stormwater permits
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VA0088587—Fairfax County MS4 Permit
Fact Sheet Attachments

Attachment 4 - NPDES Rating Worksheet



NPDES PERMIT RATING WORK SHEET
X Regular Addition
L] DiscretionaryAddition

NPDES NO. _VA0088587 [] Score change, but no status change
[] Deletion

Facility Name:__Fairfax County MS4

City:_Fairfax County

Receiving Water: Horsepen Run (PL18), Sugarland Run (PL21), Difficult Run (PL22), Potomac River-Nichols Run-Scott Run (PL23),
Potomac River-Pimmit Run (PL24), Potomac River-Fourmile Run (PL25), Cameron Run (PL26), Dogue Run (PL27), Potomac River-Little
Hunting Creek (PL28), Pohick Creek (PL29), Accotink Creek (PL30), Upper Bull Run (PL42), Middle Bull Run (PL44), Cub Run (PL45), Lower
Bull Run (PL46), Occoquan River/Occoquan Reservoir (PL47), Occoquan River-Belmont Bay (PL48), Potomac River-Occoquan Bay (PL50)

Reach Number: _ 6,7,7a,7b,8,8c &9

Is this facility a steam electric power plant (SIC=4911) with one or Is this permit for a municipal separate storm sewer serving a
more of the following characteristics? population greater than 100,000?

1. Power output 500 MW or greater (not using a cooling pond/lake)

2. A nuclear power plant X YES; score is 700 (stop here)

3. Cooling water discharge greater than 25% of the receiving [] NO (continue)

stream's 7Q10 flow rate
[J YES; score is 600 (stop here) [X] NO (continue)

FACTOR 1: Toxic Pollutant Potential
PCS SIC Code: _ 9199 Primary SIC Code: Other SIC Codes:
Industrial Subcategory Code: __ 000 (Code 000 if no subcategory)

Determine the Toxicity potential from Appendix A. Be sure to use the TOTAL toxicity potential column and check one)

Toxicity Group Code Points Toxicity Group  Code Points Toxicity Group Code Points
No 0 0 O 3. 3 15 O 7. 7 35
Process
Waste
Streams

O 1 1 5 | 4 4 20 | 8. 8 40

O 2 2 10 | 5 5 25 | 9. 9 45

O 6 6 30 O 10. 10 50

Code Number Checked:
Total Points Factor 1: _ NA

FACTOR 2: Flow/Stream Flow Volume (Complete either Section A or Section B; check only one)

Section A [ Wastewater Flow Only Considered Section B [1 Wastewater and Stream Flow Considered
Wastewater Type Code Points Wastewater Type Percent of instream Wastewater Concentration
(See Instructions) (See Instructions) at Receiving Stream Low Flow
Type I: Flow <5 MGD | 11 0
Flow 5 to 10 MGD O 12 10 Code Points
Flow > 10 to 50 MGD [] 13 20
Flow > 50 MGD O 14 30 Type I/l <10 % O 41 0
Type II: Flow <1 MGD | 21 10 10%to<50% [ 42 10
Flow 1 to 5 MGD | 22 20
Flow >5to 10 MGD [ 23 30 >50 % O 43 20
Flow > 10 MGD O 24 50
Type llI: Flow < 1 MGD | 31 0 Type II: <10 % O 51 0
Flow 1 to 5 MGD | 32 10
Flow >5to 10 MGD [ 33 20 10 % to <50 % O 52 20
Flow > 10 MGD O 34 30
>50 % O 53 30

Code Checked from Section A or B:

Total Points Factor 2: __ NA



NPDES NO: VA0088587
FACTOR 3: Conventional Pollutants
(only when limited by the permit)

A. Oxygen Demanding Pollutant: (check one) [] BOD [] COD [] Other: -

Code Points

Permit Limits: (check one) [] <100 Ibs/day 1 0

| 100 to 1000 Ibs/day 2 5

O > 1000 to 3000 Ibs/day 3 15

O > 3000 Ibs/day 4 20

Code Checked:
Points Scored:
B. Total Suspended Solids (TSS)

Permit Limits: (check one) [] <100 Ibs/day 1 0

| 100 to 1000 lbs/day 2 5

O > 1000 to 5000 Ibs/day 3 15

O > 5000 Ibs/day 4 20

Code Checked:
Points Scored:
C. Nitrogen Pollutant: (check one) [0 Ammonia [ other:
Nitrogen Equivalent Code Points

Permit Limits: (check one) [ < 300 Ibs/day 1 0

| 300 to 1000 Ibs/day 2 5

O > 1000 to 3000 Ibs/day 3 15

O > 3000 Ibs/day 4 20

Code Checked:
Points Scored

Total Points Factor 3: _NA

FACTOR 4: Public Health Impact

Is there a public drinking water supply located within 50 miles downstream of the effluent discharge (this includes any body of water to which
the receiving water is a tributary)? A public drinking water supply may include infiltration galleries, or other methods of conveyance that
ultimately get water from the above referenced supply.

[] YES (If yes, check toxicity potential number below)

X NO (If no, go to Factor 5)

Determine the human health toxicity potential from Appendix A. Use the same SIC code and subcategory reference as in Factor 1. (Be sure to
use the human health toxicity group column [1 check one below)

Toxicity Group Code Points Toxicity Group  Code Points Toxicity Group Code Points

O No 0 0 O 3. 3 0 O 7. 7 15
Process
Waste
Streams

O 1 1 0 L 4 4 0 [l 8 8 20

O 2 2 0 | 5 5 5 | 9. 9 25

| 6 6 10 | 10. 10 30

Code Number Checked:

Total Points Factor 4: _NA



NPDES NO:_VA0088587
FACTOR 5: Water Quality Factors

A. Is (or will) one or more of the effluent discharge limits based on water quality factors of the receiving stream (rather than technology-based
federal effluent guidelines, or technology-based state effluent guidelines), or has a wasteload allocation been assigned to the discharge:

Code Points
O Yes 1 10
O No 2 0

B. Isthe receiving water in compliance with applicable water quality standards for pollutants that are water quality limited in the permit?

Code Points
O Yes 1 0
O No 2 5
C. Does the effluent discharged from this facility exhibit the reasonable potential to violate water quality standards due to whole effluent
toxicity?
Code Points
| Yes 1 10
O No 2 0
Code Number Checked: A B C
Points Factor 5: A +B +C = _NA TOTAL
FACTOR 6: Proximity to Near Coastal Waters
A. Base Score: Enter flow code here (from Factor 2): Enter the multiplication factor that corresponds to the flow code:

Check appropriate facility HPRI Code (from PCS):

HPRI# Code HPRI Score Flow Code Multiplication Factor
| 1 1 20 11,31, 0r41 0.00
| 2 2 0 12,32, or 42 0.05
] 3 3 30 13, 33, 0r 43 0.10
| 4 4 0 14 0or 34 0.15
O 5 5 20 2lor51 0.10
22 or 52 0.30
23 or 53 0.60
HPRI code checked: ____ 24 1.00
Base Score: (HPRI Score) X (Multiplication Factor) = (TOTAL POINTS)

B. Additional Points [1 NEP Program C. Additional Points [ Great Lakes Area of Concern
For a facility that has an HPRI code of 3, For a facility that has an HPRI code of 5, does the
does the facility discharge to one of the facility discharge any of the pollutants of concern into
estuaries enrolled in the National Estuary one of the Great Lakes' 31 areas of concern (see
Protection (NEP) program (see Instructions)

instructions) or the Chesapeake Bay?

Code Points

[ Yes 1 10 Code Points
] No 2 0 [ Yes 1 10
] No 2 0
Code Number Checked: A B C

Points Factor 6: A + B + C = _NA TOTAL




SCORE SUMMARY

Factor Description Total Points

1 Toxic Pollutant Potential NA
2 Flows/Streamflow Volume NA
3 Conventional Pollutants NA
4 Public Health Impacts NA
5 Water Quality Factors NA
6 Proximity to Near Coastal Waters NA

TOTAL (Factors 1 through 6) 700

S1. Is the total score equal to or greater than 80? [X] Yes (Facility is a major) [] No

S2. If the answer to the above questions is no, would you like this facility to be discretionary major?
[ No

[] Yes (Add 500 points to the above score and provide reason below:
Reason:
NEW SCORE: 700

OLD SCORE: NA

Melinda Woodruff

Permit Reviewer's Name

(804) 527-5015

Phone Number

August 18, 2014

Date

NPDES NO:_VA0088587
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MEMORANDUM

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
Office of VPDES Permits

629 E. Main Street Richmond, Virginia 23219 804-698-4000

TO: File

FROM: Jaime L. Bauer, MS4 Permits Team Leader

DATE: March 19, 2015

SUBJECT: Public comments and DEQ response for the Fairfax County MS4 Draft VPDES Permit
(VA0088587)

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

The draft permit was public noticed in the Washington Times on February 2, 2015 and February 9, 2015.
The comment period began on February 2, 2015, lasted 30 days, and closed on March 4, 2015.

During the comment period, 77 sets of comments were received from the following:

1 non-profit environmental organization
74 individual citizens

1 state agency

1 owner

Please note that there were no requests for a public hearing on the draft permit.

A list of commenters is attached. Below is a summary of the comments received, the commenter, and
DEQ's response to each issue.

PUBLIC COMMENT AND DEQ RESPONSE

Comment 1: Require the permit's intermediate benchmarks and milestones be made mandatory to
ensure the county achieves progress in reducing polluted runoff. Revise Part I.D.1.b.(1)(f) of the
permit to state that the schedule to achieve reductions “shall include annual, enforceable
benchmarks to demonstrate” progress.

Commenters: CBF Citizen Alert, Chesapeake Bay Foundation

DEQ Response: Each year, the permittee is required to submit to DEQ for review and approval an annual
report that documents the strategies and best management practices employed in the previous reporting
period to demonstrate implementation of the MS4 Program and compliance with the MS4 permit. Upon
approval of the TMDL Action Plan, the permittee is required to include information in the annual report
regarding the implementation of the TMDL Action Plan and required pollutant reductions including the
strategies, best management practices, and retrofit projects that were implemented during the reporting
year to address TMDL WLAs. The permittee is also required to include in each annual report the planned
measures for continued control and reduction of pollutants of concern. As part of the TMDL Action Plan,
the permittee is required to include a schedule by which the plan will be implemented and annual



DEQ Response to Public Comments for Fairfax County MS4 Permit (VA0088587)

reporting by the permittee establishes a mechanism by which pollutant reductions can be tracked.
Additionally, the permittee is required to make each annual report available for public review.

No change to the draft permit is necessary in response to this comment.

Comment 2. Accelerate the schedule for key pollution reduction projects like retrofits, system
inspection and maintenance, street sweepings, and tree plantings

Commenters: CBF Citizen Alert, Chesapeake Bay Foundation

DEQ Response: Pollution reduction strategies are required to be implemented over the term of the permit
and have varying schedules depending on the type of control measure. These schedules have been
established based on best professional judgment of staff based on planning and implementation
measures that are involved for each strategy.

No change to the draft permit is necessary in response to this comment.

Comment 3: Strengthen the permit’s monitoring requirements to obtain sufficient data, including
incorporating discharge measurements, to assess whether the permit is working effectively in
reducing pollution and to ensure any necessary modifications are made. The permit should
specify the location of the stream monitoring sites or outline factors to be considered by the
permittee when selecting sites. Biological monitoring is insufficient because it does not
incorporate the permits general monitoring protocols in Part Il.A. Additionally, the permit does not
specify intended purpose of biological monitoring (for Rapid Bioassessment). It is requested that
the permit be revised to match Arlington biological condition that specifies the protocol, lists
parameters to be assessed, requires sampling events two (2) times per year during two (2)
different seasons, and lists the sites for biological monitoring.

Commenters: CBF Citizen Alert, Chesapeake Bay Foundation

DEQ Response: The 2002 permit required the permittee to monitor only two watersheds for
bioassessment and various pollutants to determine the effectiveness of the stormwater management
plan. The draft permit strengthens previous in-stream requirements by increasing the number of
monitored sites to a minimum of five (5) sites once every two months in order to assess ambient
conditions and a minimum of five (5) sites for bi-annual (one per 6 months) biological monitoring.
Requiring a minimum of 15 sampling events at each site for in-stream monitoring will provide enough data
to perform statistical analyses to determine if the MS4 Program Plan is effective in reducing pollutant
concentrations as well as determine areas where additional focus may be needed. DEQ staff believes
that the permittee best knows their watershed in terms of establishing a monitoring network and
identifying specific areas that may be problematic. Therefore, it is appropriate to allow the permittee to
flexibility to establish a monitoring program that meets the minimum permit requirements based on the
specific locality situation.

The draft permit requires that unless otherwise stated in the permit, the monitoring must be performed in
accordance with federal monitoring procedures as listed in 40 CFR Part 136 as stated in Part 1l.A of the
permit. Monitoring protocols are established in the permittee’s MS4 Program Plan which is reviewed and
approved by DEQ, including the sampling locations. Updates to monitoring protocols must be approved
by DEQ prior to modifications being made by the permittee in accordance with the MS4 Program Plan
modification procedures.

The draft permit has been update to clarify that the monitoring period for the biological monitoring.
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DEQ Response to Public Comments for Fairfax County MS4 Permit (VA0088587)

Comment 4: “Legislate that ALL new purchases in Virginia be electrically powered.”
Commenters: CBF Citizen Alert

DEQ Response: Thank you for your comment, however, this issue is not pertinent to water quality issues
or the reissuance of this draft permit or the MS4 Program.

No change to the draft permit is necessary in response to this comment.

Comment 5: Encourage residents to: keep sink drains free of debris and fats; keep leaves out of
street gutters; leave leaf debris and mulch on personal property; stop using chemical fertilizers;
use safer pesticides; stop spraying for MOSQUITO; and recycle more plastic products with
numbers higher than 1 and 2.

Commenters: CBF Citizen Alert

DEQ Response: Thank you for your comments, however, regulations of sink drains, use of chemical
fertilizers, mosquito control, and recycling issues at the residential level are not applicable under the MS4
Program permit issued by the Department. Please note that the permittee is required to maintain and
implement the legal authority to control the discharge of spills and dumping to the MS4 (Part 1.A.3 of the
draft permit). This includes leaf litter and grass clippings.

No change to the draft permit is necessary in response to this comment.

Comment 6: Revise Part I1.D.1.d(5) of the permit to require the draft action plan that is submitted
with the reissuance package address plans to reduce pollutant loads by “an additionally 19 times
the required reductions in loading rates...” such that 100% of the reduction goal is met by 2025
rather than 7 times the required reduction rates.

Commenters: Chesapeake Bay Foundation

DEQ Response: In the Phase | and Il Watershed Implementation Plans (WIP) and the Chesapeake Bay
Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) report, the Commonwealth of Virginia and EPA committed to using a
phased approach to achieve reductions in loadings of POC from the urban stormwater sector.
Specifically, MS4 permittees are afforded three full five year permit cycles in these regulatory documents
by which 100% of the reductions must be achieved. Beginning with the first reissuance of the permit after
the TMDL and WIP are approved, permittees must reduce loadings from POC by 5% and begin planning
for the additional required reductions.

Due to multiple delays in permit reissuance, three full permit terms now extend beyond the Chesapeake
Bay Program partnership’s 2025 goal for implementation of all controls necessary to meet the TMDL.
Under the Phase | and Il WIPs, Virginia has recognized the right to adjust this plan and take different
approaches to meet the 2025 goal. Virginia is committed to a phased approach that allows multiple
permit terms for MS4 permittees to fully implement nutrient and sediment reductions necessary to meet
the Chesapeake Bay TMDL wasteload allocations. Virginia will adjust its commitments, if necessary, as
part of its Phase Ill WIP to ensure that practices are in place by 2025 that are necessary to meet water
quality standards in the Chesapeake Bay and its tidal tributaries. Any changes in reduction requirements
as part of the Phase Il WIP will be incorporated in future reissuances of the permit as necessary.

No change to the draft permit is necessary in response to this comment.

Comment 7: Revise Part I.A.2 of the permit to state that the Department has determined the
permittee’s MS4 Program to reduce pollutants to the maximum extent practicable if the program is
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“modified by an approved, compliance TMDL Action Plan...and if fully implemented” to better
address compliance with the Maximum Extent Practicable standard.

Commenters: Chesapeake Bay Foundation

DEQ Response: The Department expects the permittee to fully comply with the terms and conditions of
the permit. Compliance with implementing the BMPs required by the permit, following an approved MS4
Program Plan, and implementing the TMDL Action Plans are appropriate means by which the Department
has determined the permittee’s program meets the MEP standard and does not cause or contribute to a
water quality violation

No change to the draft permit is necessary in response to this comment.

Comment 8: Revise Part I.D.1 of the permit to state that if an approved, compliant TMDL Action
Plan is “fully implemented” then the permit will be “consistent with the Chesapeake Bay TMDL
and Phase | and Il WIPs to meet Level 2 (L2) scoping run for existing developed land as it
represents an implementation of 5% of L2 as specified in the 2010 Phase | WIP.”

Commenters: Chesapeake Bay Foundation

DEQ Response: The L2 scoping run for existing developed lands established the reductions in loading
required to meet the Bay TMDL water quality goals. Additionally, as previously mentioned MS4
permittees were afforded multiple permit cycles to implement reductions on existing lands in the Phase |
and Il WIPs. Therefore, the permit is consistent with the TMDL and WIPs as written with the required
reductions in loadings over multiple permit cycles.

No change to the draft permit is necessary in response to this comment.

Comment 9: Require the TMDL Action Plan be incorporated into the permit and enforceable under
the terms of the permit.

Commenter: Chesapeake Bay Foundation

DEQ Response: Part I.A.6 of the draft permit specifically states that the Department recognizes the MS4
Program Plan may be considered one document but actually consists of separate documents including
TMDL Action Plans. The condition also states that the MS4 Program Plan is an enforceable part of the
permit. Additionally, Part I.D.1.b)4) and Part 1.D.2.a)2) specifically states that the Chesapeake Bay TMDL
Action Plan and TMDL Action Plans other than the Chesapeake Bay TMDL, respectively are effective and
enforceable upon review by the Department.

No change to the draft permit is necessary in response to this comment.

Comment 10: Revise permit to require the TMDL Action Plans be incorporated through the major
modification permitting process to allow for public participation on the TMDL Action Plan
process.

Commenters: Chesapeake Bay Foundation

DEQ Response: Adoption of TMDL Action Plans is not a modification to the terms of the permit. The
TMDL Action Plans are incorporated by reference to the permit, and approved plans are enforceable
under the terms of the permit. The permit requirement is for the permittee to develop and implement the
Action Plans as specified. The agency routinely requires permittees to develop plans that reduce
pollutants or demonstrate compliance with regulations as an action outside of the permit issuance
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process. This provides the necessary time and flexibility for these plans to be developed or revised if
necessary while still providing the agency the necessary review and approval authority.

No change to the draft permit is necessary in response to this comment.

Comment 11: Revise Part 1.B.2.(m)(2) of the permit to include a schedule by which the permittee
must work with VDOT to identify any uncertainty on ownership or location of MS4 components
that are physically interconnected. Revise Part 1.B.2.(m)(3) of the permit to require permittee to
implement the means and methods to reduce pollutant loadings from those areas that are located
in the permittee’s jurisdiction but drain to the VDOT MS4.

Commenter: Chesapeake Bay Foundation

DEQ Response: The MS4 program and associated requirements apply to areas served by the MS4
owned or operated by the permittee. The draft permit requires the permittee to reduce the loads of
sediment and nutrients from lands that drain to the permittee’s MS4. This is consistent with the pollutant
reduction requirements of the General VPDES Permit for Discharges of Stormwater from Small Municipal
Separate Storm Sewer Systems. DEQ staff believes that for this permit reissuance, reduction
requirements are appropriately assigned based on the MS4 service area. In addition, the permit requires
the permittee to coordinate with VDOT on areas of interconnectivity and overlapping jurisdiction. The
permittee is required to submit a Chesapeake Bay TMDL Action Plan 24 months after the effective date of
this permit to address pollutant reductions from their MS4. The Action Plan requires the permittee to
account for their regulated acreage; therefore, areas of uncertainty will be delineated in the Action Plan
due 24 months after the permit effective date. Additionally, the Action Plan must include identification of
those areas within the permittee’s municipal boundaries and outside of the VDOT right of way and that
drain to the VDOT MS4.

No change to the draft permit is necessary in response to this comment.

Comment 12: Revise permit to require local TMDL Action Plans include a compliance plan for
meeting water quality standards or WLAs that specifies a definitive end date by which a WLA
must be achieved.

Commenter: Chesapeake Bay Foundation

DEQ Response: DEQ recognizes that reducing pollutants in stormwater discharging from an MS4 is best
managed through the iterative and adaptive management process that allows the MS4 permittee to most
effectively reduce pollutants through the evaluation of stormwater management practices on a regular
basis. As such, reduction of pollutants to meet approved TMDL wasteload allocations may be performed
over multiple permit cycles in support of the iterative approach as long as the permittee demonstrates
progress in pollutant reductions is being achieved. The Department has determined this is most
economically and environmentally feasible method for MS4s to meet the requirements established by this
permit including any TMDL WLAs. The Department’s review and approval of annual reports and action
plans will ensure that the permittee is appropriately implementing the iterative, adaptive management
process to demonstrate progress.

No change to the draft permit is necessary in response to this comment.

Comment 13: Amend permit to require permittee to first provide an analysis to DEQ showing how
it will achieve the goals of any eliminated strategy, policy, or BMP.

Commenter: Chesapeake Bay Foundation
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DEQ Response: Upon requesting to eliminate or replace BMPs from the MS4 Program Plan, Part
I.A.7.2)3) requires the permittee to provide an analysis to DEQ explaining how or why the BMPs being
replaced is ineffective or infeasible including how the new BMP will achieve the reductions of the BMP
being replaced.

No change to the draft permit is necessary in response to this comment.

Comment 14: Modify permit to state that any document that forms part of the MS4 Program Plan
is incorporated by reference.

Commenter: Chesapeake Bay Foundation

DEQ Response: Part I.A.6 explains that while an MS4 Program Plan may be one single document, it may
also consist of several documents that are incorporated by reference. In order for a document to be
incorporated by reference into the MS4 Program Plan, the permittee must include the document name
and latest revision date in the MS4 Program Plan.

No change to the draft permit is necessary in response to this comment.

Comment 15: Revised permit to require accelerated development and implementation of nutrient
management plans for County-owned land.

Commenter: Chesapeake Bay Foundation

DEQ Response: The schedule for development and implementation of nutrient management plans for
County owned lands is consistent with the requirements in the Chesapeake Bay WIP that requires MS4
operators to implement urban nutrient management plans on all lands owned or operated by the MS4
permittee by the end of the first five year permit cycle.

No change to the draft permit is necessary in response to this comment.

Comment 16: Modify amount of sanitary sewer line inspection per permit cycle from 750,000 linear
feet to 30 miles.

Commenter: Chesapeake Bay Foundation

DEQ Response: The permittee is responsible for 1 million linear feet of sanitary sewer. Given the large
amount of sanitary pipes and DEQ staff's best professional judgment, it is appropriate to establish a
minimum linear feet to be inspected equal to 75% of the total system. The permit also requires the
permittee to perform illicit discharge detection, dry and wet weather screening that will supplement the
sanitary sewer inspection program to ensure there is no leakage of sanitary waste to the MS4.

No change to the draft permit is necessary in response to this comment.

Comment 17: Revise permit to require wet weather screening plan development in at least five
areas during the first 12 months after the permit is effective and implementation of the plan during
the second year of the permit term.

Commenter: Chesapeake Bay Foundation

DEQ Response: The permittee is required to establish a wet weather screening program. The purpose of
wet weather screening is for the permittee to identify sources of significant pollutant loading to the MS4.
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Sources of significant pollutant loading may be identified through sampling and non-sampling techniques;
therefore, a minimum number of sampling locations is not specified for wet weather screening as it is for
in-stream monitoring. The permit requires the permittee to develop and submit a wet weather monitoring
program to DEQ no later than 12 months after the permit effective date. Upon review and approval by
DEQ, the permittee will be expected to implement the wet weather screening program. Annual reporting
will demonstrate the permittee’s compliance status with the program.

No change to the draft permit is necessary in response to this comment.

Comment 18: Revise the permit to clarify when the permittee must refer to DEQ any VPDES
permitted facilities discharging significant pollutant loadings to the MS4 as determined by a
specified number of exceedances of benchmark values demonstrated through VPDES permit
monitoring.

Commenter: Chesapeake Bay Foundation

DEQ Response: This permit condition requires the permittee to refer industrial dischargers to DEQ when
evidence of significant pollutant loading to the MS4 is found by the permittee. DEQ maintains regulatory
authority of VPDES-permitted industrial discharges and receives the periodic discharge monitoring
reports for review to determine if a VPDES permitted industrial facility is discharging concentrations or
loads greater than established benchmark values. It is the MS4 permittee’s responsibility to review the
periodic monitoring reports and identify significant pollutant loading to the MS4 by other means.

No change to the draft permit is necessary in response to this comment.

Comment 19: Revise the permit to require that all industrial outfalls discharging to the MS4 be
inspected every 3 years.

Commenter: Chesapeake Bay Foundation

DEQ Response: Part 1.B.2.h)2) requires the permittee to identify and prioritize inspections of VPDES
permitted industrial discharge outfalls and inspect each VPDES permitted industrial outfall once per five
years such that all outfalls are inspected during the term of the permit. DEQ staff believes that the outfall
inspection frequency implemented in concert with the permittee’s illicit discharge and detection program
and monitoring program is sufficient to identify and prevent potential discharges to the MS4 that may
adversely impact receiving stream water quality.

No change to the draft permit is necessary in response to this comment.

Comment 20: Technical amendment: Part 1.B.2.j)6) should be corrected from Erosion and
Sediment Control Act to Stormwater Management Act.

Commenter: Chesapeake Bay Foundation
DEQ Response: Thank you for the comment.

This section of the permit has been corrected.

Comment 21: The County supports the forward progress proposed in the draft permit and
reaffirms its commitment to water quality protection, but also noted that as drafted the significant
increase in permitting requirements and pollutant reductions under aggressive schedules is the
maximum level that the County can be expected to manage. Specifically, the County requested no
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more stringent requirements or shorter timeframes be included in the permit.
Commenter: Sharon Bulova on behalf of the Fairfax County Board of Supervisors

DEQ Response: DEQ appreciates the County’'s commitment to water quality protection and its
cooperation throughout the permitting process.

No change to the draft permit is necessary in response to this comment.

Comment 22: VDOT submitted comments recognizing the significant amount of cooperation that
will be required between the County and VDOT and indicated that communication has already
begun between the parties.

Commenter: Virginia Department of Transportation

DEQ Response: Thank you for the commitment.

No change to the draft permit is necessary in response to this comment.

DEQ STAFF CONTACT INFORMATION

Ms. Jaime Bauer

DEQ Office of VPDES Permits
629 E. Main Street

Richmond, Virginia 23219

Ph: 804-698-4416
Jaime.Bauer@deq.virginia.gov
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Attachment 5 - List of Public Commenters

Organization First Name Last Name |Suffix Email Phone Street City State |Zip
CBF - Alert Abbi Brees aabrees@gmail.com

CBF - Alert Jean Adams jmarshadams@gmail.com 3440 S. Jefferson Street Falls Church [VA  |22041
CBF - Alert Robert Agee robagee@verizon.net (703) 768-6624|2436 Windbreak Drive Alexandria |VA |22306
CBF - Alert Betty and Richard Allan , Jr. ballan@mindspring.com (703) 578-7673|3440 S. Jefferson Street, #1128 Falls Church [VA  |22041
CBF - Alert Sud Banerjee sudb@netaxs.com (703) 941-4568 (5929 Quantrell Avenue Apt. 302 Alexandria |VA |22312
CBF - Alert Amy Bergman audionicsl@gmail.com 6379 Lincolnia Rd. Alexandria |VA |22312
CBF - Alert Michael Bishop mwbishop@cox.net (703) 830-4480(5212 Belle Plains Drive Centreville [VA 20120
CBF - Alert P. Boyd boyd54@erols.com (703) 256-7403|5501 Atlee Place Springfield |VA [22151
CBF - Alert Christopher Bush glassmanl1185@gmail.com (804) 512-8060|1831 Westhill Road Richmond |[VA |23226
CBF - Alert Leslie Calambro biketrekkerl@yahoo.com 1903 Barribee Lane Henrico VA 23229
CBF - Alert Zheng Chen xyzhengchen@yahoo.com (703) 250-2619|9416 Wooded Glen Ave Burke VA |22015
CBF - Alert Joseph Chudzik forservice@verizon.net (703) 541-3123|10916 Harley Road Lorton VA  |22079
CBF - Alert Gina Clune gclune012@gmail.com 4401 Holborn Avenue Annandale |VA |22003
CBF - Alert Christina Cowan cowancl028@earthlink.net (703) 978-1959[9619 Pierrpont Street Burke VA |22015
CBF - Alert David Curtis sabrinacurtis@verizon.net (703) 827-0273|7501 Lisle Avenue Falls Church [VA  |22043
CBF - Alert Hope Cygelman hopecygelman@aol.com 11611 Chapel Road Clifton VA |20124
CBF - Alert Mandy DeVine mandycdevine@gmail.com 6308 Tracey Court Alexandria |VA 22310
CBF - Alert Patrick Devlin , Sr. pjdevlinsr@gmail.com (703) 721-0680|7920 New Orleans Drive Alexandria |VA |22308
CBF - Alert Mary Edwards merrygardenlady@yahoo.com (703) 451-5914|5936 Seabright Road Springfield [VA |22152
CBF - Alert Jeffrey Fasceski jeffdf@gmail.com 5944 Annaberg Place Burke VA |22015
CBF - Alert Irwin Flashman irwin.flashman@gmail.com 703-481-1910 |1327 Buttermilk Lane Reston VA |20190
CBF - Alert Robert Forster bforster5@verizon.net (703) 278-8762|10695 Paynes Church Drive Fairfax VA  |22032
CBF - Alert Hanna Freij hannafreij@gmail.com 3917 Kathryn Jean Court Fairfax VA 22033
CBF - Alert Lani Furbank lani.furbank@gmail.com (703) 400-0247|4202 Woolls Place Annandale |VA |22003
CBF - Alert Sue Ann Giacinto giacinto@verizon.net (410) 431-7363|9921 Steeple Run Court Vienna VA 22181
CBF - Alert Ken Gigliello kg4trees@gmail.com 202-641-8375 |14812 Hunting Path Place Centreville |VA 20120
CBF - Alert James Gleason james.gleason5@verizon.net (703) 631-5010|5573 Rockpointe Drive Clifton VA |20124
CBF - Alert Roberta Goldman rsgoldman13@verizon.net 2130 Greenwich Street Falls Church |VA 22043
CBF - Alert Ronald Goldman rgoldman4l@verizon.net (703) 241-0642|2130 Greenwich Street Falls Church [VA  |22043
CBF - Alert Barry Greenhill barrygreenhill@comcast.net 11309 Myrtle Lane Reston VA 20191
CBF - Alert Peter Hart hartpete7602@gmail.com 7602 Virginia Lane Falls Church [VA  |22043
CBF - Alert Deborah Heron deborah.heron@fairfaxcounty.gov 10811 Cross School Road Reston VA 20191
CBF - Alert Francis Hodsoll mhodsoll@verizon.net (703) 698-0180|2438 Caron Lane Falls Church [VA  |22043
CBF - Alert Ardell Hoveskeland ardell.hoveskeland@verizon.net  |(703) 354-6284|5002 Wenruth Place Annandale |VA |22003
CBF - Alert Sharon Irving sherrirving@hotmail.com (703) 280-8013|3181 Colchester Brook Lane Fairfax VA 22031
CBF - Alert Kathryn James kathrynbkj@aol.com (703) 280-4457|3726 King Arthur Road Annandale |VA |22003
CBF - Alert Anka Jhangiani ankajhan@yahoo.com 2071 Golf Course Drive Reston VA 20191
CBF - Alert Pamela Joslin pdjoslin@verizon.net (804) 740-3545|907 Penola Drive Richmond [VA ]|23229
CBF - Alert Eric King , USN (Ret.) |ek946@hotmail.com (703) 507-7901|408 Branch Road SE Vienna VA 22180
CBF - Alert Stephen Klaus steve@e-klaus.com (703) 989-4821|7812 Heritage Drive Annandale |VA |22003
CBF - Alert Jan-Pavel Kovar janpavelkovar@alumni.bac.edu (804) 412-5692|1630 Fairfield Green Road Richmond |[VA ]23238
CBF - Alert Kathy Kozak kkozak@rcn.com (804) 968-4167 |4505 Sadler Grove Court Glen Allen |VA  [23060
CBF - Alert Helen Kyle hcharlenk@aol.com (703) 323-8597 [4005 Barker Court Apt. 105 Fairfax VA |22032
CBF - Alert Robert Leggett , Jr. rnleggett@aol.com (703) 430-8680|P.0O. Box 650 Great Falls |VA [22066
CBF - Alert Patricia Liske paliske@cox.net 2200 Trinidad Street Falls Church |[VA  |22043
CBF - Alert Beverly Marshall bfmfisher@aol.com (804) 514-1408(6816 Glenwood Street Henrico VA |23228
CBF - Alert David McNiff DJMcNiff@verizon.net 9018 Brook Ford Road Burke VA [22015
CBF - Alert Archna Oberoi anna.oberoi@gmail.com 2947 Espana Court Fairfax VA |22031
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CBF - Alert Cas Overton Casoverton@me.com 2209 Nelson Street Henrico VA [23228
CBF - Alert Gina Paige glpaige@mac.com (804) 747-9221|5305 Linsey Lakes Drive Glen Allen |VA  [23060
CBF - Alert Glenda Parker ggailparker@cox.net 5904 Mount Eagle Drive Apt. #1118 [Alexandria |VA |22303
CBF - Alert Cynthia Privitera cynthiaprivitera@yahoo.com (703) 462-8654|1726 Susquehannock Drive McLean VA |22101
CBF - Alert Carson Rector ,Jr. ccrdnd@msn.com 10425 Mountain Glen Parkway Glen Allen |VA 23060
CBF - Alert Christopher Robin prdcr@animalsalive.net P.O. Box 12461 Burke VA  |22009
CBF - Alert Patricia Rowell , Ph.D. patriciarowell@verizon.net (703) 360-4851|1520 Grassymeade Lane Alexandria |VA |22308
CBF - Alert Mark Santora dynamo_12601@yahoo.com 5408 Orchard Park Court Apt 613 Glen Allen |VA  [23059
CBF - Alert Tedda Saunders teddasaunders@yahoo.com (804) 285-1469|204 Lakewood Drive Henrico VA |23229
CBF - Alert Robert Shippee rsoxbob@gmail.com 13000 Trinity Court Richmond [VA  ]|23233
CBF - Alert David Slater dslater21@gmail.com (703) 469-3787|727 N. lvy Street Arlington VA |22201
CBF - Alert Barbara Slinker bslinker@verizon.net (703) 960-2597|2701 Farnsworth Drive Alexandria |VA |22303
CBF - Alert Melisande Smith melisande.smith@gmail.com 3376 Lakeside View Drive Falls Church [VA  |22041
CBF - Alert Peter Spain pspain@verizon.net (703) 255-9791|2108 Sheriff Court Vienna VA 22181
CBF - Alert Jeanette Stewart inti@mindspring.com (703) 204-08412909 Charing Cross Road Falls Church [VA  |22042
CBF - Alert Jan Taylor janmact@comcast.net 4841 Garden Spring Lane Apt. #103 |Glen Allen [VA  ]|23059
CBF - Alert Norman Thacker nthacker@vcu.org (804) 737-0273|304 Early Avenue Sandston VA |23150
CBF - Alert Anjuan Tian anjuan200@yahoo.com Annadale VA  |22003
CBF - Alert Jill Tillotson pear5193@gmail.com 2016 Oakwood Lane Henrico VA |23228
CBF - Alert Lee Waggoner |, Jr. lwaggoner@disa.org (410) 228-8355|10009 Commonwealth Blvd. Fairfax VA |22032
CBF - Alert Jean Washburn jeanwash843@gmail.com 843 Fair Port Circle Glen Allen |VA 23060
CBF - Alert Sonja Wilder sonjaw4@yahoo.com (703) 856-3555|13615 Weinstein Court Centreville |VA (20120
CBF - Alert Jonathan Woods jswoodsart@gmail.com 8734 Center Road Springfield [VA ]|22152
CBF - Alert Roseann Xytakis r.e.xytakis@juno.com 12001 Bowerton Road Richmond |[VA  ]|23233
CBF - Alert Xiaoyu Zhang Xiaoyu89@hotmail.com Sugarbush court Annandale |VA |22003
CBF - Alert Ying Zhao yzhaol2@yahoo.com 7102 Sea Cliff Rd McLean VA |22101
Chesapeake Bay Foundation |Margaret (Peggy) Sanner PSanner@cbf.org (804) 780-1392]1108 E Main Street Suite 1600 Richmond [VA 23219
VDOT Roy Mills roy.mills@vdot.virginia.gov (804) 786-9013 1401 E. Broad Street Richmond [VA  [23219
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Changes from the Comment Period Draft Permit dated 2/2/2015 to final proposed permit.

General revisions throughout permit:

Change

Reason for Change

Regulatory citations corrected and formatted
appropriately.

Annual report references in the Specific Reporting
Requirements section of the special conditions revised
to specify the annual report due dates.

The permittee is responsible for developing, updating, and
submitting several different documents with annual reports.
Specifying which annual report clarifies the reporting requirement.

References to “Department of Environmental Quality”
or “DEQ” revised to “Department.”

“Department” defined in Part |.F Definitions section.

References to “county” revised to “permittee” and vice

versa.

More appropriate use of terminology.

References to “MS4 Program” revised to “MS4

Program Plan.”

Revised to correct word omission.

Condition Special Reason for Change
Number Condition Change
Changed
. . . Revised in response to public comments
Revised: The permittee shall provide the Department a web received.
Part1.B.1 Planning link to the plans no later than 12 months after the effective
date of this state permit and with each annual report.
Part Stormwater Revised: Correct typo in permit citation reference.
1.B.2.02)@)2)G) | Infrastructure | PATI-B.240)2)a)(3)(0)
and (iii) Management Part|.B.2:ih)2)a)(3)(i)
Part I.B.2-h)2)a)(3)(ii)
Stormwater N . . . . Revised to require reporting in decimal degrees
Part 1.B.2.h)3)(a) Infrastructure Rt_awsed.. a-lr;ze lat'tUd? and longitude in decimal degrees, for ease of data usage.
Management ’ '
Part 1.B.2.)2)(c) oY | Revised: Part 1.B.2.)2)(ab) Correct typo.
Revised: Develop an outreach program with-for public and | Revised for clarity.
Public private golf courses located within Henrico County that
Part 1.B.2.))1)(c) Education/ discharge to the permittee’s MS4 to encourage
B2 Participation implementation of integrated management practice (IMP)
P plans and techniques to reduce runoff of fertilizer and
pesticides
Revised: The permittee shall have a program to ensure that | Correct typo.
the applicable County employees obtain the appropriate
- certifications as required under the Virginia Eresion—and
Part|.B.2.k)6) Training Sediment—control—Stormwater Management Act and its
attendant regulations to implement the modified stormwater
management design criteria
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Changes from the Comment Period Draft Permit dated 2/2/2015 to final proposed permit.

. Special Reason for Change
ﬁﬁnmdkigfn Condition Change
Changed
Annual Reports — As part of its Annual Report, the permittee | Clarify that the annual report should include any
Infrastructure | shall document any coordination efforts with VDOT that of the components that take place during the

Part 1.B.2.m)8)

Coordination

occurred during the reporting year pursuant to requirements
(1) through (7) above.

year.

Revised: Monitoring shall be conducted twice per year with Revised in response to public comments
Part 1.C.1.b) Biological one sample collected between July 1* and December 31 received.
T Monitoring and one sample collected between January 1% and June 30"
each year at each selected stream site.
Revised: The permittee shall use a biological stream | Revised in response to public comments
monitoring approach based on the “USEPA’s Rapid | received.
Part 1.C.1.c) Biological Bioassessment Protocols for Use in Streams and Wadeable
T Monitoring Rivers” or other method approved by the Department, and
shall include an assessment of the benthic macroinvertebrate
community and habitat assessment
Revised: Revised language for consistency with
TMDL Action 1) In accordance with Part | D.2.a)1), the permittee shall | Chesapeake Bay TMDL Annual Reporting
submit the required TMDL Action Plans no later than 24 | language.
Plans other . )
months after the permit effective date the-Department
than the - - -
Chesapeake OF Feview-anc-acceptance with-the-approprate-annda
Part I.D.2.f) Bay TMDL SPortassociatec-sehedule-dentiiecn-this permit.
Annual - .
Reporting 2) Beginning with the annual report due October 1, 2017,
Requirements the permittee shall report on the implementation of the
TMDL Action Plans and associated evaluation including
the results of any monitoring conducted as part of the
evaluation.
Revised to include table with Annual Reporting period and Rewseq f_or clarity, _correct  grammar and
Annual . o formatting issues and include requirements for
Part I.E. - corresponding Annual Report Due Date and additional . : .
Reporting reporting while program components are being

annual reporting requirements.

developed.
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